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“Dittos, Rush” 


From across the fruited plain 


My husband and I are enjoying The Limbaugh 
Letter (he always reads the “Stupid Quotes” first). 
I especially enjoyed “The Superhighway of BS” 
[Sept. 94]. I used to be one of the innocents who 
believed that every journalist had a duty to 
mankind to tell the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth. But that was in my pre- 
Limbaugh days. You made me see the tarnished 
virtue of the mainstream press and their leftist 
bent to tell untruths, half truths, or something 
like the truth. Thanks for opening my eyes. 

— SHAREN EDWARDS, NEWPORT, NC 
Great line, Sharen! You have nailed it. 


Each issue of The Limbaugh Letter is an adventure 
to read. The contents are humorous, nuggets of 
profound truth, and exactly what needs to be 
said. However, the August issue is the most im- 
pressive quality design and plush-looking news- 
letter I’ve ever seen from any organization. A new 
definition of excellence in the printed material 
arena. Rush, it is such a relief to finally hear 
someone say to the nation exactly what I believe 
— and in the uniqueness of your personality it is 
even better. Thanks for enhancing my life. 

— SHIRLEY BOATMAN, KINGspPoRT, TN 
Thanks for the kind words. As we close in on 
500,000 subscribers, I want to express my gratitude 
to those responsible for this success: all of you. 


Your article on the socialist NEA [Aug. 94] was 
outstanding. It is nothing but a liberal lobby 
whose main purpose is to tear down established 
institutions and replace them with feel-good egal- 
itarian hogwash. Conservatives are a definite 
minority in teaching and are too often passive 
when liberals start spewing. Many teachers teach 
from a totally liberal view, ridicule any conserva- 
tive person or idea, and it is accepted. Yet when a 
conservative tries to teach in a balanced manner 
or point out the fallacies of liberal ideas and pro- 
grams, he is accused of being biased and uncar- 
ing. But I will not back down from the truth or 
let students be brainwashed and lied to. Your let- 
ters give me inspiration, truth, and ammunition 
for the battles against Clinton & company. 

— ERIC YEUTTER, ALBUQUERQUE, NM 
And don't forget, Eric — we are winning! Never 
underestimate the power of the truth. 


Don’t you find it interesting that Clinton quite 
abruptly turned his focus to crime only a month 
after you devoted an entire issue of your newslet- 


ter to it [July 94]? Might he be trying to steal the 





show from you, as if it’s his idea that the nation is 
screaming for action on this subject? Perhaps this 
is proof he does read your letter, Mr. Limbaugh. 
Keep up your hard and steadfast work — I live 
for your letters! — HEIDI CLOUTIER, ROGERS, MN 
Yes, I do set the agenda, Heidi — but in this case 
Mr. Clinton’ “rediscovery” of the crime issue was 


more likely inspired by his pollster, Stan Greenberg. 


As an airline pilot, I try to find out how other 
countries like their socialized medicine. I talk to 
working people — cab drivers, hotel staff, restau- 
rant workers. With few exceptions, t they say: “It 
does not work well.” They can’t afford to wait in 
the lines for service if, for instance, they have a 
broken finger. When I ask what they'd do about a 
life-threatening problem that needs high- -tech 
medicine, they say: “We'd go to America.” Every 
night I watch your TV program in the crew room. 
The complaint most heard among 300 pilots is 
that it is too short! Your newsletter is great — just 
added two years to my subscription. Since sub- 
scribing, I have gotten off my butt and written 
to the President, my Senators, Representatives, 
and the local paper. Thanks for motivating us, 
Rush. Keep the heat on those professional bozos 
in Congress. — CHARLIE DEREGO, SONORA, CA 
Glad you're out there — or should I say up there — 
spreading EIB. 


Mega Buddhist Far-Eastern dittos. We thought 
youd enjoy seeing further evidence of your 
worldwide popularity. My son, Roy, who is in 
Nara, Japan as a fourth-year Aerospace Engineer- 
ing student, thoroughly enjoys reading The 
Limbaugh Letter. (In the background you can see 
the Todaiji Temple, the largest wooden structure 
in the world.) You speak the truth for so many 
people who, before your prominence, had 
no voice. — Roy SLAGLE, SPRINGFIELD, OH 
Thanks and konnichiwa. (A little Japanese 
lingo, there.) 
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iberals don’t know it yet, but liberal- 
ism is collapsing. After a generation 
of ideological dominance — in the 
media, in the schools, in the so- 
called “helping professions” of social work- 
ers, sociologists, and psychologists, in the 
criminal justice system, in the cities and in 
the heart of the federal government, and 
especially in its political home of the 
Democratic party — the intellectual under- 
pinnings of liberalism lie in tatters. 

It has been tried (oh, has it been tried) 
and it has failed. Utterly, publicly, defini- 
tively. The central dogma of liberalism — 
that “social justice” requires redistribution 
of wealth, power and resources by the gov- 
ernment — has been repudiated by, as they 
say in court, a preponderance of the evi- 
dence. (Remember No. 4 of my New Un- 
deniable Truths of Life: Evidence refutes 
liberalism. And it does so, my friends, every 
time it’s tried.) The only people who wont 
admit that liberalism has gone up in smoke 
are liberals. 

American society has been conned — or, 
more accurately, coerced — into spending 
$5 trillion on the social programs that liber- 
als promised would cure every social ill. 
Crime? We need more welfare programs to 
eradicate its “root causes”: poverty, racism, 
joblessness. Illegitimacy? We need more sex 
education programs to eradicate “unwanted 
pregnancy.” Ignorance? We need more edu- 
catton programs. Homelessness? We need 
more public housing. Addiction? We need 
more drug programs. Societal decay? 
We need more training programs. 
Or self-esteem programs. Or midnight 


basketball programs. 

And when the purported cure hasn't 
cured, but in fact has led to burgeoning 
rates of crime, illegitimacy, and societal 
decay (see chart, p.16), has the dogma been 
challenged? Has the ideology been scruti- 
nized? Have the basic assumptions of liber- 
alism been called into question? 

Not by liberals. No matter how much 
money has been demanded, and no matter 
how much money has been spent, liberals 
say it’s not enough. It’s never enough. As 
11-year-olds murder each other, as some 
communities see illegitimacy rates at 80 
percent, as schools turn out more and more 
illiterates, liberals say: It’s because you, the 
American taxpayer, are not compassionate 
enough. You're too selfish, too greedy, too 
hard-hearted, too mean. You, the working 
men and women of this country, are respon- 
sible for an unjust society. 

People are sick of it. Americans know — 
because they see the results, on the nightly 
news, in their cities, in their schools — that 
liberalism has not worked. They see the 
continual erosion of their freedoms in the 
name of “social justice,” and they are start- 
ing to say, “Enough.” They are expressing 
themselves — in passionate letters to the 
editor, in pointed challenges to their elected 
representatives, and yes, even in political 
protests. They are beginning to say aloud 
what they have believed privately for years. 
It’s an old and authentically American 
response: Dont tread on me. 

Something significant is happening here. 
What you are seeing with the growth of talk 
radio, and especially my program — though 





my critics would be loathe to admit this — 
is a measurable reinvigoration of an 
informed, engaged electorate. 

And all of punditry is bewildered. They 
do not know what to make of this odd 
“voter anger.” They are working hard to 
define and explain such a widespread rejec- 
tion of liberalism. They call it “cynicism.” A 
horrible “mistrust of government.” And, of 
course, they call it a threat to democracy. 
My friends, this 2s democracy. 

And it is democracy at work that has led 
to the crash and burn of the Clintons’ 
health care reform agenda — the largest and 
most chilling attempted government power 
grab in a generation. 

Mrs. Clinton’s reaction to the debacle is 
telling. According to The Washington Post, 
“she is especially worried about ‘the small 
core of people’ who are ‘ideologically op- 
posed, who think nobody should get any- 
thing from anyone else.’ These are the same 
people ... ‘who drive down highways paid 
for by government funds’ and who ‘love the 
Defense Department ... but they have a 
different mind-set when it comes to 
social policy and trying to be a caring, com- 
passionate nation.” 

Well here you have it, folks. In one little 
quote, Mrs. Clinton spells out not just her 
view on health care, but her view of what 
America is about. It’s about taking from 
those who have, giving to those who have 
not, and calling it compassion. 

I'd like to pass a message on to the First 
Lady (I know my newsletter is delivered to 
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the White House) about this “small core of 
people” who think nobody should get any- 
thing from anyone else. Mrs. Clinton, for 
fifty years the American worker has been 
told he is immoral because he doesn’t share 
enough of his bounty with those less fortu- 
nate. And for fifty years a centralized 
authority, the U.S. government, has taxed 
working people at ever-increasing levels, 
both hidden and visible, to give to those 
whom others say should have more. 

And what does the nation have to show 
for it? After thirty years of the Great Society, 
poverty levels are virtually the same as the 
day we began. We have destroyed the 
American family with all this “compassion,” 
Mrs. Clinton. We have abortions to the 
tune of 1.5 million a year. We have lost the 
respect for human life we once had. Our 
value base is rotting. 

And all because the Federal government 
has attempted to “equalize” society — by 
defining compassion as taking from one 
group and giving it to another. Giving it to 
people who, by and large, would be able to 
provide for themselves, were it not for the 
dependency created by this so-called com- 
passion you articulate, Mrs. Clinton. Quite 


Pundits try to 
explain the 


widespread 


rejection of 
liberalism. It’s 
“cynicism”; it’s 

“mistrust of 
government”; 
it’s a threat to 

democracy. 
Friends, this is 


simply, the middle class in this country has 
been bled dry by this philosophy, this theo- 
ry that somebody ought to get something 
from somebody else. 

You talk as though it’s the first time the 
middle class has been required to give up a 
little of what they have. For fifty years this 
has been going on, piece by piece, bit by 
bit, some of it so small it’s barely noticed. 
But now in one big grab, you as steward — 
or assistant steward, I guess — of the federal 
government, have made one last effort to 
seize as much of the productivity of the pri- 
vate sector as you could and parcel it out to 
those you claim should get something from 
somebody else. And you declare it’s not 
compassionate — its immoral — when 
people protest. 

The Constitution provides for the na- 
tional defense, Mrs. Clinton, and the De- 
fense Department has done a superb job. If 
you ask Americans to name a government 
agency that’s done its job pretty well, this is 
the one they'll pick. As for the highway sys- 
tem, people don't object to being reasonably 
taxed for a structure they actually use that 
enables them to exercise their freedom. But 
it is a violation of human nature — and 
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more and more people understand this — 
to simply give something to somebody over 
and over again. It hurts the person from 
whom it is taken, and it hurts the person 
upon whom it is bestowed. 

The American people, Mrs. Clinton, have 
simply had enough of your definition of 
compassion. They can see what it has 
brought the country. The result is that more 
and more people are expressing their 
thoughts and beliefs on these issues that are 
fundamental to the American way of life. 
More and more people are demanding that 
Congress be accountable. More and more 
people are demanding specifics, and chal- 
lenging the assertions provided them by 
politicians. This has Congress reeling. And 
it has the White House reeling. 

Hillary Clinton says what she does “not 
like is the amount of hatred that is being 
conveyed and really injected into our politi- 
cal system.... This personal, vicious hatred 
that for the time being is being aimed at the 
President and to a lesser extent, myself, is 
very dangerous for our political process.” 

Liberals don’t know what to do in the 
face of opposition. So what is their re- 
sponse? These are people who demonize 
their opponents. Witness the attacks 
on “Harry and Louise,” a couple of 
actors. Witness the attacks on the pharma- 
ceutical industry. The insurance industry. 
Pizza Hut. Liberals have perfected the 
villainization of the opponent as a means 


of furthering their goals. 


hat Mrs. Clinton calls 
“vicious hatred” is simply 
dissent — legitimate, pas- 
sionate dissent. (And the 
dissenters have been right, by the way, in 
their resistance to the Democrats’ health 
care agenda.) But whenever Washington 
receives a lot of phone calls, what do liberals 
do? They criticize the public as uninformed, 
ignorant, a bunch of mind-numbed robots 
following orders on the radio. They blame 
people like me and my colleagues in talk 
radio for this terrible wart on the face of 
democracy. And they say it is bad for 
America. “These people are tying up the 
phones — I can’t get anything done!” 

Not long ago, members of Congress and 
the liberal media elites were crying about 
apathy in America. People felt disenfran- 
chised, impotent. They felt totally removed 
from the political process. Many said, 
“Forget it. My vote doesn’t count. I’m not 
even going to show up.” So the pundits 
wrung their hands. “Why aren't the people 
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ne of Leon Panetta’s first moves on 
7 becoming White House Chief of 
Staff was to bring Tony Coelho back to 
the Washington insider’s club. Coelho is 
now a top political strategist and spokes- 
man for the Democratic National Com- 
mittee (DNC), shoving out the belea- 
guered chairman, David Wilhelm. 
Coelho had served in Congress with his 
buddy and fellow Californian Panetta. 

Coelho’s new job is to revamp the 
DNG, to raise cash for Democrats, and to 
rescue Bill Clinton's presidency. Panetta’s 
job, of course, is to revamp the White 
House operation, to make sure Coelho 
raises cash for Democrats, and to rescue 
Bill Clinton’s presidency. (A sizable per- 
centage of the new jobs Mr. Clinton 
claims to have created appear to be those 
to rescue his presidency.) Let’s look at a 
few career highlights: 

From 1981 to 1986, Coelho served as 
able chairman of the Democratic Con- 
gressional Campaign Committee (DCCC). 
According to The New York Times: 
“[Coelho] went after political action com- 
mittee money with a vengeance, hammer- 
ing home to Republican-leaning PACs 
that the Democrats controlled the 
House.” He told them, reports The Los 
Angeles Times: “We're going to be in the 
majority for a very long time, so it doesn’t 
make good business sense to give to 
Republicans.” A Democrat colleague said Coelho gained “a reputa- 
tion as the guy who sucked up all the PAC money in the world.” 
Coelho increased the DCCC’s fundraising receipts from $1 million a 
year to $15 million annually — and also became the subject of a 
book by Wall Street Journal reporter Brooks Jackson ... called 
Honest Graft. 

During the Congressional inquiry into House Speaker Jim 
Wright’s connections to shady S&L operators — which eventually 
led to Wright’s forced resignation — Coelho’s behavior also cap- 
tured the interest of investigators and reporters. In May 1989, The 
Washington Post revealed that Coelho had purchased a $100,000 
junk bond with the help of a top executive of a California S&L. 
Coelho neither reported it nor, apparently, repaid the executive. 
Instead, Coelho actually borrowed money from the troubled s&L 
itself to cover the cost. Further investigation showed that the owners 
of another troubled s&1L gave Coelho free use of the luxury boat 
High Spirits to entertain wealthy political donors. 

Before an ethics inquiry could begin into his financial goings-on 
(and before the House began work on an amendment that would 
have prohibited S&Ls from trading in junk bonds), on June 15, 
1989, Tony Coelho resigned from Congress. Let me quote from 
Honest Grafi: “The naked fact was that he was quitting to avoid an 
official inquiry into his personal financial dealings with a wealthy 
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S&L operator.” But more than S&Ls fig- 
ured in Coelho’s resignation. There was 
also his friend John Mack. 

In a front-page Washington Post story in 
May 1989, Ken Ringle wrote about 
Pamela Small, who suffered an unpro- 
voked attack in the back room of a store 
by the manager: “He grabbed a hammer 
and slammed it into her skull. She imme- 
diately lost consciousness but he contin- 
ued pounding, exposing the skull in five 
places. Then he grabbed a steak knife, 
stabbed her five times in the left breast 
and shoulder near her heart, and slashed 
her repeatedly across the throat.” 
Miraculously, Ms. Small survived the 
1973 attack. But she told her story in the 
wake of the remarkable political rise of 
her assailant, John Mack. 

Mack had been sentenced to eight years 
in prison, but was released after less than 
26 months in county jail. Thanks to a 
pre-sentence offer from Rep. Jim Wright 
(whose daughter was then married to 
Mack’s brother), Mack was paroled to a 
job as staff assistant in Wright’s office. 
Though he was a convicted felon, Mack 
was to become one of the most powerful 
unelected men in Washington. (But he 
never offered his victim any financial 
assistance.) It was Mack and Coelho, the 
Speaker’s closest aide and the House 
Majority Whip, who decided which legis- 
lation to put on the agenda and which to keep off. 

“Mack became a close friend to Coelho,” wrote Brooks Jackson, 
adding that he even made Coelho godfather to his children. When 
Mack’s record stunned official Washington, Coelho responded: 
“Rightly or wrongly, under our system of law, John Mack owed his 
debt to society, not to this young woman.” One month later, amidst 
an outpouring of outrage, Coelho was forced to resign. 
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ut he landed on his feet. He didn’t let his claim at the 1988 

Democratic convention that his party would fight “the corpo- 
rate cannibals on Wall Street” stop him from becoming a million- 
aire as vice president at the investment banking firm of Wertheim 
Schroeder & Co. (He told The Washington Post that remaining with 
his firm while he runs a national political campaign presents 
absolutely no conflict of interest. After all — someone like Tony 
Coelho would never use his government connections to sweeten 
financial deals. That would be unethical!) 

This is the guy the Clinton White House has dredged up to 
advance their cause: callous toward the victims of crime; cozy with 
money and power; connected to S&L operators schmoozing with 
the Washington elite; and back at the top because a political buddy 
thought none of this would matter to Americans who play by the 
rules. Just what Bill Clinton was looking for. 








According to Me 


POINT RB 


Limbaugh: “Youd better pay attention 
to the 1993 budget deal, because there are 
increases in beer and alcohol taxes.” 
FAIR: “There were no increases in beer 
and alcohol taxes in the 1993 budget.” 
Reality: Increases in alcohol taxes were 
indeed considered: before the budget was 
released, and I discussed the trial balloons 
leaked to the news media at the time. 
(FAIR gives no context to the quote, nor a 
date on which I supposedly said it.) Note 
Bob Woodward’s book, The Agenda: 
“Sperling, looking for more revenue to pay 
_ for the new spending, had suggested addi- 
tional new taxes on inheritance, securities 
transfers, alcohol, and tobacco” (p. 46). 
“Bensten had a single sheet listing various 
possible taxes. It included ... taxes on ciga- 
Icohol” (p. 88). Or, I could 
| linton’s 1993 
Increasi 


1993 Congressional Budget Office study 
found $40 billion could be raised from 
1994 through 1998 by doubling federal 
tobacco taxes and raising alcohol taxes by 
$2.50 per proof gallon. Effect of those 
hikes: 6-pack of beer — current rate: 33 
cents; raised rate: 81 cents.” — Judy 
Hasson, “Clinton Budget Plan: Opposi- 
tion lies in wait for health-care reformers,” 


USA Today, Feb. 22, 1993. 


Limbaugh: “For the first time in mili- 
tary history, U.S. military personnel [in 
Bosnia] are not under the command of 
U.S. generals.” 

FAIR: “How far back do you want to go?’ 
asked Cdr. Joe Gradisher, Pentagon spokes- 
man. Americans served under Lafayette in 
the Revolutionary War and under other 
foreign commanders in both world wars.” 
Reality: The U.S. Constitution (Art. II, 
Sec. 2) states: “The President shall be the 
Commander-in-chief of the Army and 
Navy of the United States.” U.S. military 
personnel have throughout history served 
with forces from other countries, such as 
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in World War I and II, but U.S. generals 
have always been at the top of the command 
structure. Dwight Eisenhower’s title, for 
example, was Supreme Allied Commander 
because he, an American, was in charge of 
all operations involving U.S. forces. 

Says Larry Di Rita, former staff officer 
on the Joint Chiefs of Staff and currently 
Deputy Director for Foreign Policy and 
Defense at The Heritage Foundation: 
“Rush is right. If an American is shot 
down in Bosnia, he will have been sent on 
that mission by an Egyptian bureaucrat, 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali, because Ghali is 
the one who approves the use of airstrikes. 
You've got a convoluted command struc- 
ture over there in which the U.S. has basi- 
cally ceded authority to U.N. bureaucrats. 
What's going on with U.S. troops in 
Bosnia is fundamentally different than 
other peacekeeping operations that the 
U.S. is involved in.” 


Limbaugh: “If you have any doubts 
about the status of American health care, 
just compare it with that in other industri- 
alized nations.” 

FAIR: “The U.S. ranks 16th in life 
expectancy and 21st in infant survival 
among industrialized nations, according to 
the CIA’s 1993 World Fact Book.” 
Reality: According to Dr. Elizabeth 
McCaughey: “The [Clinton] Admini- 
stration often cites two statistics — 
Americas relatively high infant mortality 
rate and its lower life expectancy — to 
support the need for the Clinton health 
bill. But these have almost nothing to do 
with the quality of American medical care. 
Both statistics reflect the epidemic of low- 
birth-weight babies born to teenage and 
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drug-addicted mothers, as well as the large 
numbers of homicides in American cities 
and drug-related deaths. In fact; if youre 
seriously ill, the best place to be is in the 
United States. Among all industrialized 
nations, the United States has the highest 
cure rates for stomach, cervical, and uter- 
ine cancer, the second highest cure rate for 
breast cancer and is second to none in 
treating heart disease.” — Dr. Elizabeth 
McCaughey, John M. Olin Fellow at the 
Manhattan Institute, “No Exit,” in The 
New Republic, February 7, 1994. 


Limbaugh: “The poorest people in 
America are better off than the main- 
stream families of Europe.” 

FAIR: The average cash income of the 
poorest 20 percent of Americans is $5,000 
a year, compared with nearly $20,000 in 
Germany, Italy, France and Britain. 
Reality: “‘Poor’ Americans live in larger 
houses or apartments, eat more meat, and 
are more likely to own cars and dishwash- 
ers than is the general population in 
Western Europe.” — Robert Rector, senior 
policy analyst at The Heritage Foundation, 
in a September 22, 1993 study entitled, 


“The Poverty Paradox: How America 


Spent $5 Trillion on the War on Poverty 
Without Reducing the Poverty Rate.” 


Limbaugh: “You know the Clintons 
send Chelsea to Sidwell Friends private 
school ... a recent eighth-grade class assign- 
ment required students to write a paper on 
‘Why I feel guilty being white.’ My source 
for this story is CBS News.” 

FAIR: cps denied running such a story; 
Sidwell spokesman said it never happened. 
Reality: In fact, cBS Morning Resource, 
a wire service for radio talk show hosts run 
by cBs Radio Networks, reported the story 
on Jan. 6, 1994. The operations director 
of an Ohio radio station faxed the CBS 
wire story to my studios and I read it on 
the air. Playboy magazine (Feb. 1994) and 
Heterodoxy magazine (Sept. 1993) had 
both already published the story, and were 
the sources of the CBS wire story. I accept 
Sidwell’s word that “it never happened,” 
but the error is CBS’s, not mine. 
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Clinton: In 1992, candidate Clinton 
pledged himself to “the most ethical 
Administration in the history of the 
Republic.” 
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On June 28, a report from the far-left Fairness and Accuracy in Reporting (FAIR), listing “dozens of 
[my] statements ... it says are inaccurate,” went out over the AP wire. It was widely quoted — with- 
out skepticism or independent research. I have no interest in devoting space to FAIR, but I will set the 
record straight on some of the most-cited items. I pair this with what really merits press scrutiny: the 
words of Bill Clinton — who, unlike me, has the power to raise your taxes, confiscate your wealth 
and property, regulate your business, limit your freedom, send your sons and daughters into battle. 


Clinton: “There are plenty of times 
when I wish I’d had the experience, 
because I, after all, I’m a child of World 


War II. I grew up on the war movies — 
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Reality: In July 1993, David Broder of 
the Washington Post wrote of a White 
House “so shoddy, so saturated with petty 
manipulations, snooping and spying, ram- 
pant cronyism and tacky deceits that it 
made you cringe. [Involving the FBI in the 
travel office] made you wonder if anyone 
on the young staff had learned the hard- 
earned lesson of Watergate. They did not 
seem to understand that nothing is more 
dangerous to the Constitution than a 
political police-state operation directed 
from the White House.” The New York 
Times later echoed that analysis in editori- 
als entitled “Slovenly White House Ethics” 
(Feb. 1994) and “White House Ethics 
Meltdown” (March 1994). And this was 
before the Mike Espy investigation, the 
Henry Cisneros investigation, Josh Steiner 
lying to his diary, etc. — and before fur- 
ther Whitewater/Madison/RTC revelations. 


Clinton: “Many of us are having a hard 
time with your credibility. How can you 
earn back our trust?” asked Rebecca Fair- 
child, a town hall participant, on Hillary 
Clinton's cattle futures trading. “Clinton 
repeated he had done no wrong, had 
turned over records to investigators and 


added that the records of his wife’s futures . 


trading were turned over to reporters as 
soon as they asked about the issue.” (Anne 
Devroy, “Town Hall Audience Asks the 
President Some Pointed Questions,” 
Washington Post, April 6, 1994) 

Reality: “Actually, the White House 
resisted turning over those records for 
more than two weeks and still has not pro- 
vided more detailed records of the transac- 
tions ... The president suggested that 
those who questioned the trading had 


‘never gotten a margin call’ and ‘she did.’ 
None of the records supplied by the White 
House showed Mrs. Clinton to have had a 
margin call, which requires the investor to 
add more funds to the deposit with a 
broker to cover the potential losses on 
the futures contract.” (Anne Devroy, 


Washington Post) 


Clinton: “When I go overseas — I just 
got back from Europe, and the European 
press came up to me after — on several 
occasions — members of the press in 
Europe, and say, What is going on in your 
country? You've got things going well; you 
are nothing like they portray you; the 
things that are happening are positive; we 
are bewildered. Members of the press in 
Europe said that to me repeatedly.” 
(Interview on KMOX, June 24, 1994) 
Reality: Contrary to the President's sug- 
gestion that the European is bewildered by 
U.S. criticism of him, consider these 
examples: 

e “His performance once again illustrated 
a fatal weakness of his administration: 
there is now not a single aspect of foreign 
policy that candidate Clinton has sus- 
tained as president.” — The Sunday Times 
(London), May 29, 1994 

e “Even his close friends now talk of 
Clinton as a fundamentally weak man who 
believes absolutely in his ability to talk his 
way out of anything ... this means that he 
believes principles can always be sacri- 
ficed.” — The Sunday Times (London), 
May 29, 1994 

e “Mr. Clinton’s problem with trade, as in 
other matters, was that he talked too much 
and ended up contradicting himself.” — 


The Economist (U.K.), May 28, 1994 


you know, on John Wayne and John 
Hodiak and Robert Mitchum and all those 
war movies ... And I think all the people 
who grew up in my generation were hurt 
maybe worse than any other generation 
could have been by their ambivalence over 
Vietnam because we all loved the military 
so much.” (Interview with NBC’s Tom 
Brokaw on the USS George Washington 
enroute to Normandy, June 5, 1994) 

Reality: Bill Clinton did not love 
the military then, nor does he now. As 
an adult he is slashing the military’s 
budget and sending American soldiers 
on ill-considered missions to Somalia, 
Bosnia and even Haiti. As a youth 
(December 3, 1969), Clinton wrote 
to Col. Eugene Holmes, director of the 
ROTC program at the University of 
Arkansas: “I want to thank you, not just 
for saving me from the draft ... the draft 
system itself is illegitimate ... One of my 
roommates is a draft resister ... He is one 
of the bravest, best men I know ... So 
many fine people have come to find them- 
selves still loving their country but 
loathing the military ... To many of us, it 
is no longer clear what is service and what 
is disservice, or if it is clear, the conclusion 


is likely to be illegal.” 


Clinton: “The U.S. military mission [in 
Somalia] is not now nor was it ever one of 
nation building.” (Report to Congress, 
October 13, 1993) 

Reality: Oh, really? “The ultimate goal 
is to make sure the United Nations can 
fulfill its mission there and continue to 
work with the Somalis toward nation 
building.” (Clinton’s comments to journal- 


ists, June 16, 1993). 








My conversation with 








As we are poised to enter the fall 
election season — which promises 

to be an agreeable one for the 

Gop — I was delighted to talk 

strategy with the chairman 
of the Republican Party, 
Haley Barbour: 







Rush: If you went out on the 

street, grabbed the first person you 
saw and asked, “What do you think 
the Democrats stand for?” he'd be able 
to recite about three things. He'd 
say, “ The Democrats are for the little guy. They 
care about me. They want to make sure the rich 
pay their fair share of taxes, and that I don’t get 
screwed.” But if you were to ask, “What is a 
Republican today?” what do you honestly 
think the average American would say? 
Barbour: Bill Clinton has helped with 
that answer, because he has reminded 
people what they like about the 

Republicans. Republicans believe that 

individual freedom and individual 
responsibility is preferable to government 
power and government responsibility. The first 
thing people ought to think of is that the Re- 
publicans are for smaller government. We're for 
lower taxes and less spending and fewer regula- 
tions, and I think 

























that has been repeatedly BTR MYR ONE Gti) Mm citmay) ty eatts chika a 
charge leveled at the Republicans 


demonstrated during 

the Clinton Admini- 
stration. On Clinton’s tax bill, 
on his health care reform bill, on 
the crime bill, on welfare reform, on government 
spending in general, you've seen the Republicans 
almost unanimously say we should reduce the 

deficit by cutting spending, not by raising taxes. 
Rush: But do the people that you need to 
vote for your candidates understand that? Or 
do they still think the Republicans are just a 
bunch of patrician country-clubbers who “have 
| theirs” and don’t care about anybody else? The 
Democrats have done a great spin job characterizing 
Republicans as people who don’t care about average 
people. Have you been able to overcome that? 

Barbour: | wish I could say we have totally overcome that. 
Right now, people mostly think of Republicans as the ones fight- 
ing Clinton’s big-government, high-tax, more-regulation policies. 
But I do think with Republicans more in the news during the 
campaign cycle in the coming weeks, people will see that we aren't 
just against Clinton; we are also for solving problems other than 
by turning them over to the government. 

Rush: Do you think the “obstructionist” charge has stuck with 
too many people? 


HALEY BARBOUR 





has stuck with people? 





Barbour: If it has stuck, it certainly hasn't hurt. 
According to the polls, Republicans are more popU- 
lar today than they have been since Reagan was 
President. People appreciate the fact that 
Republicans are fighting against and offering alter- 
natives to Clinton's bad policies. The White House 
acts like Clinton’s popularity problems are because 
of public relations. President Clinton has an 
unprecedented 52 to 58 percent job disapproval 
because he’s for the wrong stuff. He thinks raising 
taxes will be good for the economy; his idea of 
health reform is to have a government-run health 
care system; his plan for welfare reform is to spend 
more money on welfare. We've learned that a “New Democrat” is 
one who campaigns as a moderate and then governs as a liberal. 
People are mad about that — and not just because they were 
deceived; they're mad because these guys are pursuing the wrong 
policies. And people appreciate the fact that we're fighting against 
them and offering alternatives to them. 

Rush: You say that, but Clinton has just got his crime bill. Polls 
show that a lot of people think this bill was a mistake, it’s phony, it 
has nothing to do with crime. Yet Clinton wouldn't have had it 
were it not for six Republicans in the Senate and 45 or 50 
Republicans in the House. 

Barbour: | think everybody who voted for the crime bill will 
have to defend it to his or her constituents, because constituents 
are rightly mad as hell about it. The issue was never whether 
there’d be a crime bill; the issue was whether Clinton and the 
Democrat leaders would force American taxpayers to pay six and a 
half to nine and a half billion dollars 
for more social welfare spending as the 
price for having a crime bill. 

Rush: I heard you say on “Crossfire” 
— and this should have been the argu- 
ment every Republican made on the 
floor of the House and Senate — “If social spending solved crime, 
not only should we have wiped it out, but criminals should be giv- 
ing money back to us by now.” The number of dollars we've spent 
on social spending is incalculable. 

Here’s the problem. It’s good to be able to have somebody like 
Clinton to run against. But at the same time, the party has to have 
a core set of beliefs, principles, ideals that people can relate to and 
say: “Yeah, that’s what I want.” People want to vote affirmatively, 
not just against somebody. And so far, it seems the party cannot 
say: “This is what we are, this is what we stand for, this is our 
vision.” The Republican message — and maybe this is just because 
there’s no single candidate around whom these things will define 
themselves — right now is, “We don’t want four more years of this 
guy.” Or two more years of this guy, depending on how you look 
at these elections. 

Barbour: We wouldn't even want fifteen more minutes of this 
guy, if we had our choice. But Rush, Republicans on every big 
issue before Congress during the Clinton Administration have 
offered our own alternatives. And your'e one of the few people in 
the public domain who talks about what the Republicans offer. 
Take the crime bill. Every tough provision in this bill was added 








by the Republicans after Clinton endorsed the bill. “Three strikes 
and you're out” was an amendment by Sen. Trent Lott, a 
Republican. There was no money in the original Democrat crime 
bill for new prisons. In fact, Clinton’s budget cut prison spending 
20 percent. It was the Republicans in the Senate and then in the 
House who put more money in for prisons. On the 100,000 
police on the street — there’s nowhere near enough money for 
100,000 police, but there’s three times more money now than 
_ Clinton originally asked for because the Republicans in the Senate 
demanded it. Now having said there are some good things in the 
crime bill, there was no reason to pass it until they cut the pork 
out. Our view was, cut the pork, then pass the bill. People say that 
if those six Republican Senators hadn't voted for it, it wouldn't 
have passed. But the truth is, 38 Republicans voted against it. 55 
out of 56 Democrat Senators voted against cutting the pork out of 
the crime bill. 

Rush: But that’s not a surprise. The amazing thing about this 
presidency is that they've got both Houses in Congress and the 
White House, but the only way Clinton is getting anything is with 
Republican support. If you're a Republican, why be a Democrat 
one day, or two days out of the year? Be a Republican. I don't 
think it’s unusual that Democrats would stick together. What's 
amazing is that the Republicans would not. 

Barbour: On Clinton’s tax bill last year, not a single Republican 
in the House or Senate voted for the Clinton tax bill. And not a 
single Republican in the Senate voted for the stimulus package — 
the beginning of the unraveling of his so-called economic plan. 
Rush: Yet Clinton refuses to credit those Republicans for helping 
him accordingly with deficit reduction. He wouldn't have had that 
without them. 

Barbour: That’s exactly right! This is a guy who inherited a 
growing economy. He took all the wrong steps, but the economy 
is growing in spite of him. Even though Clinton tries to deny this, 
the American people know it. Americans are not stupid. They fig- 
ured out that what Clinton did on taxes was wrong, and every 
Republican in the House and Senate voted against it. We've always 
been for NAFTA, and over 75 per- 
cent of the Republicans in the 


House and Senate voted for NAFTA. hart. the White Hatixe acts like some people speculate it’s 


People said, You gave Clinton a big 
victory. But you've got to be for what youre for. 
Rush: That’s the point. What were these guys 
for, these six Senators, when they voted for the 
crime bill? 

Barbour: You'll have to ask them. But don't 
forget that 85 percent of the Republicans voted against it. 

Rush: I look at this crime bill vote as a microcosm of the prob- 
lem the party has in general. You've got different factions — the 
people called the religious right, the age-old Republicans who like 
to call themselves moderates, and there’s a battle for the soul of the 
party. I think that dichotomy or schism, if you will, was seen in 
the crime bill vote. Now you can’t be expected to deliver every 
Republican vote all the time, but in terms of what the party stands 
for, does this give you a problem as party chairman? 

Barbour: Actually, it’s healthy that our party is a broad and 
diverse party. Do I wish we could get every single Republican 
every time? Obviously. But, Rush, in a party big enough to elect a 
president of the United States, it’s silly to think everybody's going 
to agree on everything. We don't. 

Rush: But the crime bill vote goes to your big government criti- 
cism you made early in the interview. You stated that people 
should look at Republicans and see they're against big government. 
But this is at least $13 billion in deficit spending that wouldn't 


Barbour: If it has stuck, it certainly hasn't 






Clinton’s problems are because 
of public relations. He has a 52 
percent job disapproval because 


he’s for the wrong stuff. 


have happened without Republican votes. 
Barbour: No question. But again, the Democrats voted 55 to 1 
not to cut the pork to pass the bill. The Republicans voted 

38 to 6 not to pass the bill until we cut out the pork. 

The reason the bill passed is because of 98 percent of 
the Democrats. I think the crime bill very honestly 
is going to help the Republicans politically, 
because it has put the Democrats on the defen- 
sive. People continue to ask me, How could 
those six Republicans have done it? Well, I 
wish all of them had voted right. But there 
are a whole lot more Democrats out there 
on the defensive than Republicans. 

Rush: [| have been intrigued by the Demo- 
crats’ attempt to help you do your job, Haley, by 
warning you about the religious right. Vic Fazio and 
others see horrible things ahead for the Republican 
party with their so-called takeover. This is the first 
time in history I can remember a Democrat caring 
about the future of the Republican party. It seems 
to me — and I thought this even before I read it 
in a William Safire column — that what the 
Democrats are really trying to do is scare some 
prominent Republican Jewish people out of 
the party, or out of contributing to Re- 
publican campaigns. It seems far more 
hideous than just normal political battle. 
Is this “religious right” issue as big a 
stumbling block for the party as the 
Democrats would like to believe? 
Barbour: The Democrats have so mis- 
read this. If they think Christian-bashing is 
good politics, they're in for a rude awakening. 
This is an orchestrated campaign strategy, a politi- 
cal ploy. They think going out and bashing 
Christian conservatives is going to help the 
Democrats political- 
ly. You mentioned that 













































cynically aimed at the 
Jewish vote or Jewish 
money. But nobody — 
Jews, Christians, Muslims, 
whatever — likes religious 
bigotry or thinks it ought 
to be. part of the political process. This is purely a 
campaign of religious intolerance. My Republican 
state chairman in Hawaii, Jared Jossem, is a Jewish 
man whose reaction is, “Why do they think that 
we as Jews are going to be pleased by this when 
we have been the targets of religious bigotry, 
and we abhor it more than anybody?” This was a 
transparent political ploy that I think has backfired on 
them already. 

Rush: I do too. You saw The New York Times—cCBs poll that 
showed half of those who consider themselves “religious right” 
are Democrats. So they really have screwed up. I think what really 
frightens them, Haley, is what frightens all liberals: what these 
people stand for. They stand for morality, they stand for smaller 
government, self-reliance, rugged individualism; these people want 
more control over their lives, they're tired of ceding control. That's 
anathema to a liberal. 

Barbour: They’re also frightened that their campaign to demo- 














nize or marginalize conservative Christians has failed. The left and 
their friends in the media elite have always tried to depict 
Christian conservatives as if they’re a bunch of way-out weirdos. In 
fact, Americans realize they're just the guy who lives down the 
street, the pharmacist, the woman in the carpool. Christian con- 
servatives care about exactly the same things as the average 
American, because they are average Americans. This campaign was 
aimed at getting some energy and enthusiasm back in the 
Democrat base voters, who right now are very disappointed and 
dejected. But I don’t think it helped them in that regard. 

Rush: You said yesterday in The New York 
Times that “We can cut Clinton’s term in half.” 
Barbour: That’s right. The most important 
thing we can do to help elect a Republican pres- 
ident in 1996 is have a big Republican victory 
in °94. If we can win a majority or working 
majorities in the Congress, we can cut his term 
in half by getting control of the agenda. 

Rush: How many House seats do you think 
we ll get? 

Barbour: A month is a light-year in politics, 
but if the election were today, we would have a 
real chance to win a majority — that’s 40 or 
more seats. The Democrats will rebound some, 
simply because Clinton has been in a free fall so 
long he’s got to hit bottom and come back. But 
this is the best political environment for Repub- 
licans since I became involved in politics in 
1968. We won a seat in Kentucky, which has 
five-to-one Democratic registration advantage. 
Rush: By very cleverly linking your opponent 
with Clinton, I might add. That was brilliant. 
Barbour: Well, Clinton is a very hard target to miss. And the 
Democrats are running from him like scalded dogs, so it’s pretty 
easy to figure out what we ought to be doing. 

Rush: Like the guy up in Maine. 

Barbour: Tom Andrews’s campaign manager complained that 
Clinton didn’t tell him he was coming until 20 minutes before- 
hand. I guess the White House realized that if they gave Andrews 
more than 30 minutes’ notice he could have gotten out of town. 
Rush: The biggest threat Clinton has is: “You guys better vote for 
my health bill or ’m going to come campaign for you.” So you 
think 40 seats is possible. I’ve heard numbers anywhere from 20 to 
50 — Gingrich even said 20 to 70, depending. The numbers | 
keep hearing from those who analyze all this stuff is 25 to 32. 
Barbour: Gingrich is smart to give such a range, because there 
are a myriad of variables that could take place. But we go into the 
election with 178 in the House. In 1978, the last time the 
Democrats had the White House and we had a midterm election, 
we went into it with only 143. So we're 35 ahead already this time, 
which will mitigate our gains some. But I think we'll have more 
Republicans in the House than any time since 1958, which means 
we ll have more than 192. J think it is more likely we'll have over 
200 than we'll have under 190. 

Rush: What about the Senate? 


Barbour: We have to win a net of seven to win Senate control. 


That is uphill, but it is a lot less uphill than it was at the beginning 
of the year. There are six open Democrat seats. We're ahead or very 
competitive in all six. In two of our open three Republican seats, 
were well ahead in the polls. So you can see just on the open seats 
we're likely to pick up three, four, five net. That’s before you even 
talk about Wofford, Lautenberg, Chuck Robb, Bob Kerrey, Jeff 


Bingaman, Dianne Feinstein — even Teddy Kennedy. If we beat 





Kennedy, we'll win more than 10. Kennedy spent $600,000 on 
Tv ads this summer, because he knows he’s got the first real race 
from a Republican ever. The fact that he is having to spend so 
much so early shows how worried the Democrats are. 

Rush: If you beat Kennedy, a lot of Democrats in the Senate 
will lower their zippers to half mast. Now, let’s talk about Ross 
Perot. According to a Johnny Apple piece in The New York 
Times, Perot voters are still as angry, still as motivated — but not 
by him. United We Stand as an organization is falling apart. 
Perot doesn’t appear to be the galvanizing agent he used to be. 
Why does it seem that the Republicans seem 
to want to do a mating dance with this guy? 
Barbour: From the day I was elected Chair- 
man I’ve said I am concerned with the 19 per- 
cent of people who voted for Perot, rather 
than with Perot. We’ve worked hard at the 
state and local level to include them because 
they tend to agree with the Republicans’ on 
the issues — taxes, spending, crime, health 
care reform, welfare reform. A few weeks ago 
Ross Perot offered to pay for some TV time to 
get out the Republicans’ health care reform 
message because the networks refused to sell 
him time. As it turned out, no network would 
sell us the time, either. But I wouldn’t charac- 
terize that as a mating dance. 

Rush: So if somebody comes along like Perot 
who wants to help you get the message out, if 
its compatible with what you stand for, then 
his money is well worth whatever you have to 
go through to get it. 

Barbour: In fairness to Ross Perot, he attached no strings. Any 
time we can get our position on the issues and the Democrats’ 
position on the issues in front of the American people, it is a 
political winner for the Republicans. So if he offers again under 
the same kind of deal, then shoot, we'll take it. We'll take yours, 
too. We'll have the Rush Limbaugh Hour of Power. 

Rush: The networks wouldn't let me buy time, either. If Perot 
entered the Republican primary, what would your reaction be? 
Barbour: Everybody’s welcome to run in our primary who 
considers himself a Republican. We have to be a bottom-up 
party, a party that allows participation. If Rush Limbaugh wants 
to run for president as a Republican, or if Ross Perot wants to 
run for president as a Republican, or anybody else, they are wel- 
come to participate. I believe there's got to be an open door and 
let people be judged by the support that they can get. 

Rush: That having been said, and of course, that’s flawless — 
Barbour: — thank you — 

Rush: — what would the effect be if Perot runs in the Repub- 
lican primaries? 

Barbour: Oh, I think it would be positive. We are blessed in 
1996 with a wide-open nomination. 

Rush: Could he win? 

Barbour: It’s too early to tell who'll even run, Rush, much less 
who would win. I spend my time trying to keep people from get- 
ting distracted by °96, because the goal for us is to win in 94. 
The election that matters to the Republicans right now is win- 
ning this November. So that even if we lose six Republicans on a 
big vote, we've still got enough to prevail. The best way to get 
our ideas to take hold is to have larger numbers in Congress. 
Rush: An excellent point. Make sure you've got enough Repub- 
licans to withstand six defections. At the end of an interview you 
always want a zinger, and that’s a good zinger. Thanks. be 








Many people say | need to be balanced with equal time. Not so — | AM... 





REVEREND BILL 


On the Sunday following the — 


rary Congressional setback on his 
crime bill, Mr. Clinton took the 
offensive. He went straight to the 
COP; aS it Were i... to the pulpit. 
Speaking to a black church in 
Maryland, the President asked the 
flock to push Congress to do “the will 
of God” and move the crime bill for- 
ward. “I ask you to pray, and to 
speak to your friends and neigh- 
bors,” said Mr. Clinton, “and to hope 
somehow we will all find the wisdom 
and judgment to come back and do 
the will of God in our ministries, 


which is to make you as safe as or Qa 


we possibly can.” 

So Mr. Clinton con- 
siders the Presidency his 
“ministry.” Where is Rep. 
Vic Fazio on this, or the 
journalists who criticize the 
religious right — hmmm? Not a 
peep from them. So it is left to me to 
point out the obvious: What 
President in recent history has even 
remotely suggested that one of his 
domestic policies was “the will of 
God”? Imagine the furor if Reagan 
or Bush had suggested such a 
thing. All hell, so to speak, 
would have broken loose. Folks, 
this demonstrates that Bill Clinton 
will try to use anyone to get what he 
wants. Even God. 


WONDERBRA 

Here's some good news and some bad 
news. The good news is about a ballooning 
segment of the economy ... and therein lies 
the bad news for radical feminists. Re- 
member the early days of the feminist move- 
ment, when some women protested “male 
domination” by burning their bras? Well, 
women of the 90s aren't burning bras — 
they're buying them. The latest fashion craze 
is something called the Wonderbra, and it’s 
turning the fashion world upside-down. 























arse, 


ILLUSTRATION BY Bos LANG FOR THE LIMBAUGH LETTER 


(Maybe I should say right-side-up.) The 
Wonderbra provides padding and under- 
wires to shape a woman's natural attributes 
in a way that’s pleasing to the eye. The male 
eye. This is apparently a boost for the econo- 
my, since American women spent $1.3 bil- 
lion on bras alone during the first six months 
of 1994 — a rise of 7.5 percent. This is an 
economic stimulus package every man can 
take pleasure in. One thing remains to be 
seen. Will the Wonderbra lift and separate 


the feminist movement? 
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ALTMAN DECODED 

Let me demonstrate my keen 
political grasp with an analysis 
of the correspondence between 
Roger Altman and the Presi- 
dent concerning Altman’s 
ouster. First, excerpts from 
Altman, in standard English. 
“Dear Mr. President: I am re- 
signing today as Deputy Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. Under the 
circumstances, this will be the 
proper step to take. I regret any 
mistakes or errors of judgement 
I may have made. And, hope- 
fully, my stepping down will 
help diminish the controversy. 
Sincerely, Roger Altman.” 

Here’s the translation: “Dear 
Bill: OK, you win. I quit. ’m 
tired of reading news accounts 
that I’m out of a job. You can 
tell the guys to cool it. I hope 
you can help me salvage my 
reputation — after all, we both 
know I’m not the only one who 
misled Congress. Get my drift? 
Sincerely, The Fall Guy.” 

Next, excepts from the Presi- 
dent’s correspondence in stan- 
dard English: “Dear Roger: I 
believe you have taken the right 
step under the circumstances, 
and IJ regretfully accept your 
resignation.” Here’s the transla- 
tion. “Dear Roger: Garleeee — 
I thought you'd never leave! It’s 
been real, buddy. Hillary says 
don’t call her, she'll call you. 
Your pal, Bill. ps. Rog — I feel 


your pain.” 


DON’T CLEAN UP 

Have you passed by a seedy 
section of town and asked, 
“Why don’t residents clean 
up this mess?” In June, four 
women who live in the Prince 
Chapel Village Apartments in 
Hampton, VA, tried to do just 
that. Tired of the trash that lit- 
tered the playground of their 











public housing project, the 
women cleaned up the garbage 
and covered the graffiti with 
red, white, and blue paint. (An 
excellent color scheme.) Two 
days later, the women were 
rewarded ... with eviction 
notices — for defacing public 
property. They were ordered to 
scrub off all the new paint. A 
housing bureaucrat said they 
never really intended to evict 
the women. They “just wanted 
to get them to sit down and 


discuss the problem.” What 


problem? According to the offi- . 


cial, what the women did was 
wrong. It’s “as if someone went 
out and painted your car with- 
out asking.” I think the women 
should be applauded. Their ini- 
tiative is the way to turn 
around a neighborhood. As for 
the housing bureaucrats, a two- 
word analysis: PURE STUPIDITY. 


PARTISAN RHETORIC 

Hillary Clinton has leveled 
some heavy charges against the 
opponents of the Democratic 
health care plans. The pharma- 
ceutical and insurance in- 
dustries have been targeted as 
villains. According to the Clin- 
tons, they are filled with greedy 
people who prey on the sick 
and elderly. Some small busi- 
nesses, says Mrs. Clinton, don't 
pay ‘their fair share”; they are 
“freeloading.” When asked 
about those who would go out 
of business under her plan, 
Mrs. Clinton’s retort was that 
she couldn't be held responsible 
for saving every undercapital- 
ized business in America. In 
other words: Too bad. The 
Clintons also chastised ordinary 
citizens who protested her 
health care bus caravan. They 
were “ignorant” of the facts. 
Add to the list the still-uniden- 
tified “violent extremists,” who 
the President said want to “kill 
the American dream.” Now 
Mrs. Clinton claims that “parti- 
san rhetoric ... filling the air- 
waves and the halls of 


Congress” is inflammatory, 
hateful, and should not be 
“injected into our political sys- 
tem.” Will somebody please 
hand Mrs. Clinton a mirror? 


ILLUSTRATION BY BoB LANG FOR THE LIMBAUGH LETTER 


CRIME BILL TRICKS 

The crime bill has, alas, passed, but things 
can be gleaned from the setback it initially 
suffered in the House and Mr. Clinton’s 
angry reaction. His spin was that the NRA 
and Republicans conspired to pull off a “pro- 
cedural trick.” What rules did the NRA cre- 
ate? None. The Republicans haven't set the 
rules for 40 years. These “procedural tricks” 
are rules made of the Democrats, by the 
Democrats, and for the Democrats. The 
President’s problem was the 58 members of 
his own party who deserted him. When 
asked about these Democrats, Mr. Clinton 


TOOLS OF THE TRADE 

He said he wouldn't compromise. Nobody 
believed him. He tried the angry approach. 
Called Members of Congress names, accus- 
ing them of trickery. It didn't work. He sent 
his wife out to call Members of Congress 
names, accusing them of trickery. That 
didn’t work, either. He tried to rouse the 
American people, telling them to let Con- 
gress know how angry they were. He got one 
big national yawn. He went for the photo-op 
with police, and with families of crime vic- 
tims. But that no longer had the effect it 


THE END OF CRIME 
For about $30 billion — a modest price 
— your Congress voted to bring crime 
under control in the crime bill. A reason- 
able price to pay for the 
end of crime as we know 
it. Now that those awful 
assault weapons will be 
banned, violent youth all 
over the country will 
realize the error of their 
ways. From here on in, 
they'll select weapons 
within the guidelines of 
Federal law to settle their 
disputes. The end of ait 
“drive-by shootings” is gr “iM 
finally in sight. Random 
acts of violence will no 
longer plague the streets. At 
midnight in cities all over, 6 
the marvelous sound of 
bouncing basketballs will soon 
replace sounds of anger and 
destruction. Thanks to your b 
legislators, young drug pushers A 
may soon become drug coun- 
selors. They will spread ————e—" 
the word all over the “age 
land that crime can get you 
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was, shall we say, disingenuous. Democrats 
in the Black Caucus were opposed to the 
death penalty, he said, and for them it was a 
matter of principle. Right. Democrats 
demanding death penalty quotas were “prin- 
cipled”; Republicans supporting the second 
amendment were not. Mr. Clinton claimed 
Republicans were “against ordinary people.” 
But we the “ordinary people” of all political 
stripes still don’t think midnight basketball 
will do much to stop crime. It’s plain bad 
law. And no matter how many tantrums the 


President had to throw to get it passed, it’s 
still bad law. 


used to. He called in his own Party to 
closed-door meetings. They emerged saying 
they hadn’t changed their minds. So he 
called in Republicans to closed-door meet- 
ings. He left them with the impression that 
he had listened. Yes, there would be cuts. 
Yes, there could be a good bipartisan crime 
bill. No name calling. No sob stories. Kept 
the wife quiet. Yes, a bipartisan crime bill 
could be crafted. And guess what. It worked! 
The question remains: Did everyone else 
know something the Republicans should 
have known? Hmmm? 


started in careers you never dreamed possi- 
ble. Arts, crafts, and dancing for self- 
esteem will go forth as the message of 
hope from an enlightened society, as 
young thugs all over the country 
respond with peace, love, and 
tolerance. It’s exhilarating to 
think what a difference a few 


UN wi \! billion dollars can make. Now 


that Congress has solved the 
. crime prob- 
, he BA lem, I can’t 
Ww walt to see 
a” Ki how they'll 
hu fix health 
Mis care. Can 

= \ B\ you? 








Stupid Quotes 


Folks, | don’t make this stuff up 
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Allen Ginsberg 


“President Clinton is working to project a 
more decisive image, because — much to 
his surprise and contrary to his character — 
there seems to be a perception that he has 
no basic value system.” 

— HELEN THOMAS, WHITE HOUSE 
REPORTER, UPI 
Surprise! 


“In time, I expect that Bill Clinton's deci- 
sion-making style will be seen as a hallmark 
of his Presidency and a model for future 
Presidents and all public processes.” 

— ROBERT E. RUBIN, ASSISTANT TO 
THE PRESIDENT FOR ECONOMIC POLICY, IN 
THE NEW YORK TIMES 
Oh, good grief. 


“T’ve sat there with him as he signed 
bills when he’s asked, “What is this?’ I 
don't think he knows everything that’s 

in every bill.” 

— WHITE HOUSE STAFF SECRETARY JOHN 
PODESTA, QUOTED IN THE WASHINGTON 
TIMES, ON THE 20 BILLS (COSTING OVER $120 
BILLION) SIGNED BY THE PRESIDENT DURING 
THE CRIME AND HEALTH CARE DEBATES 
Another example of Bill Clinton's model 
decision-making style. 


“The violent, extremist interests in this 
country that are trying to keep health care 
out of the reach of ordinary American 
working people are a disgrace to the 
American dream.” 

— BILL CLINTON, ON FALTERING HEALTH 
CARE REFORM, AP 
These guys just cant handle dissent. 


“Get in there! Hit! Hit it! Hit it! Hit it!” 
_— BILL CLINTON, ADDRESSING HIS GOLF BALL 
ON MARTHA’S VINEYARD, AP 
Whoa, Mama! Stay up! 
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_ Clinton Rev. Jesse } ackson 


“I have been portrayed as sort of the apos- 
tle of big government. Actually that is not 
an accurate portrayal.” 

— BILL CLINTON, REUTERS 
Actually it is. 


“I don't see myself as a threat. I see 
myself as therapy.” 

— REV. JESSE JACKSON, ON MOUNTING A POSSI- 
BLE “LIBERAL CHALLENGE’ TO CLINTON IN 796, 
QUOTED IN JHE NEW YORK TIMES 
But will it be covered under the health 
care plan? 


“I have no doubt that if Rush Limbaugh 

or Pat Robertson or Ollie North ever got 

real power, there would be concentration 
camps and mass death.” 

— ALLEN GINSBERG, “BEAT” POET ONCE 
FAMOUS FOR THE 1956 PUBLICATION OF 
HOWL, A LONG, RAMBLING POEM ATTACKING 
AMERICAN VALUES, QUOTED IN THE 
DETROIT NEWS 
If there were ever an obvious case of someone 
in need of therapy, this is it. 


“I don’t feel that was a crime.” 
— JOYCELYN ELDERS, SURGEON GENERAL, 
ON HER SON’S CONVICTION FOR SELLING 
COCAINE, AP 
If there were ever an obvious case of someone 


in need of therapy, this is tt. 


“Universal coverage is not in the soul of 
the American people, or at least in those 
who represent them. We are a hardhearted 
nation. [hat’s what it is.” 

— UWE REINHARDT, PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL 
ECONOMICS AT PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, ON 
FALTERING HEALTH CARE REFORM, QUOTED IN 
THE LOS ANGELES TIMES 
We are not a hardhearted nation, sir; we are 
a freedom-loving nation. 
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Helen Thomas — 
“If you can look behind the headlines, if 


you can peer around the scandals, if you 
can see through the radio haze, you will 
discover that things are pretty good in this 
country right now. Don't you think you 
should thank President Clinton?” 
— MICHAEL GARTNER, IN USA TODAY 
No. 


“T’m proud to run with him. I’m proud to 
use his name over and over.” 

— NEw YorkK Gov. MARIO CUOMO, ON CAM- 
PAIGNING WITH CLINTON, QUOTED IN USA TODAY 
Makes sense — if you have even lower 
approval ratings than the Presidents. 


“If suddenly one of the [Hill] committees 
decides maybe we ought to pass something 
because we cannot pass the kind of health 
reform we should pass — we ought to 
pass insurance reforms and maybe we 
ought to pass something to cover kids — 
then ... that is something the president 
would certainly look at.” 
— CHIEF OF STAFF LEON PANETTA, QUOTED IN 
THE BOSTON GLOBE 
Translation: Forget the veto pen. Well take 
whatever we can get. 

“NOW’s first instinct is to strongly consider 
endorsing women ... but sometimes, we 
have to look beyond gender — to the 
issues. Tom has been a leader on the issues 
that are important to us in a stronger, 
more consistent and comprehensive way 
than Olympia Snowe.” 

— Lois RECKITT, NOW SPOKESPERSON, IN PRESS 
RELEASE BY TOM ANDREWS, PRO-CHOICE DEM- 
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Congress News 





he Democratic National Committee's 

Tony Coelho claims, “It’s going to be a 
good election year.” He’s about the only 
Democrat who thinks so. With President 
Clinton’s approval rating about 40 percent 
and his disapproval at 52 percent — the 
lowest marks for any President at this stage 
of his term in over 40 years — Democrats 
are running away from Clinton as fast as 
they can. “Why be cute about it? Of course 
he’s a liability,” said Kathy Karpan, the 
Democrat candidate for Wyoming gover- 
nor. When asked if he would invite Clinton 
or Gore to campaign for him, freshman 
Georgia Democrat Rep. Don Johnson 
retorted: “Only if they are coming down to 
endorse my opponent.” 

But there’s one entity even lower in voter 
esteem than the President: the U.S. Con- 
gress, dominated by the Democrats since 
World War II. Congress is now bracing for 
the Nov. 8 elections with 35 Senate seats on 
the line (22 Democrats, 13 Republicans) 
and all 435 House seats up for grabs. In the 
midterm elections of a President’s first 
term, his party on average breaks even in 
Senate races and loses 10 to 15 House seats. 
Message to Democrats hoping to match 
that this year: In your dreams. 

Conventional wisdom projects Repub- 
licans gains at three to five Senate seats and 
20 to 25 House seats, but I am convinced 
an even bigger Republican win may be in 
the offing. Even if Republicans do not gain 
the 40 seats necessary to win a majority in 
the House — which Democrats have con- 
trolled since 1954, folks — they are sure to 
cut substantially into the 256-178 Dem- 
ocrat majority. Even a turnover of 25 seats 
would give Republicans working control of 
the House on most issues. The Gop last 
held Senate control in 1986, but if 
Democrats lose a net total of seven Senate 
seats — which they stand an outside chance 
of doing — they'd relinquish their 56-44 
majority. As the November elections 
approach, let’s take a look at some key 
Senate seats that are in play. 

Maine. This was supposed to be a slam 
dunk for the Democrats. In 1988, Sen. 
George Mitchell, the majority leader, got 
81 percent of the vote. When he decided to 
retire, he endorsed Rep. Thomas H. An- 
drews to succeed him. But The New York 
Times reports that “Mitchell, who assured 





De oa a 


Tere Colallave MM ercliam ete larecminicem colelaesr-14 qi were (28) 


KEY ’94 RACES 


the White House weeks ago that Andrews 
could hold the seat, is desperately scurrying 
about, seeking cash to help get Mr. And- 
rewss commercials on television.” Andrews 
is under attack for his assault weapons ban 
vote; the Republican nominee, Rep. 
Olympia J. Snowe, voted against it (though 
she supported the crime bill). Andrews had 
fallen 15 points behind Snowe in the polls 
even before Clinton flew to Maine on 
Labor Day 
— a visit 
that irritat- 
ed An- 
drews’s 
campaign 
manager. 
- Tom is 7 : ee 
scheduled Thomas H. Andrews Olympia Snowe 
to be elsewhere,” he said, “and, frankly, we 
prefer to campaign on our own.” 
New Jersey. Sen. Frank Lautenberg, 
the liberal Democrat incumbent — given 
a rating of 4 out of 100 by the American 
Conservative Union (ACU) — voted for net 
federal spending increases of $37 billion 
since 1993 according to the National Tax- 
payers Union Foundation (NTUF), which 
tallies how much money each vote cast by a 
member of Congress costs or saves the 
American people. The Heritage Foundation 
calculates that Lautenberg’s vote for 
Clinton’s 1993 tax increase alone cost New 
Jersey over $11.5 billion, making it the sev- 
enth hardest-hit state. His Republican chal- 
lenger, State Assembly Speaker Chuck 
Haytaian, is the lead legislator on Gov. 
Christine 
T oda 
Whitman's 
popular tax 
and budget 
cuts. With 
bawren+ 
berg’s poor 
poll num- 
bers, this is sure to give the Democrats 
flashbacks of Jim Florio’s crash-and-burn 
defeat in last year’s gubernatorial race. 
Pennsylvania. With James Carville’s 
help, Harris Wofford won a special election 
in 1991 by promising universal health care 
coverage — and a tax cut for the middle 
class. Since he’s 0 for 2 on those, Wofford 
may well be the most vulnerable Demo- 
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cratic incumbent in the Senate. As a co- 
signer of a single-payer bill and President 
GHiiton’s 
Boe @ Leh 
Security Fg. - 
Act, the [¥e “ 
political FY 
winds have 
turned 
against this : z 
liberal Sen- Harris Wofford Rick Santorum 
ator (the ACU gives him a rating of 0 out of 
100). According to the NTUF, Wofford has 
voted for $47.6 billion in net spending 
increases; according to Heritage, his vote 
for Clinton's 1993 tax increase cost Pennsyl- 
vania over $11.7 billion, making it the sixth 
hardest-hit state. Rep. Rick Santorum, the 
GoP challenger, has voted to cut federal 
spending by a net total of $31.4 billion since 
1993, and he voted against the Clinton- 
Wofford tax increase. Carville and sidekicks 
Paul Begala and Mandy Grunwald are run- 
ning this °94 race, proving how critical it 
is to the Democrats. 

Virginia. Liberal Democrat incumbent 
Sen. Charles Robb retains a slight edge in 
Virginia's unpredictable four-way race. But 
Robb has 
admitted 
to, shall we 
say, con- 
duct unbe- 
coming a 
matrired 
man (not 
Charles Robb Oliver North to mention 
frolicking at parties where cocaine was 
used). Since 1993, he has voted for a net 
increase of $18.2 billion according to the 
NTUF; Heritage calculates that Robb’s vote 
for Clinton’s 1993 tax increase cost Virginia 
$6.3 billion. Gop challenger Oliver North, 
the former Marine of Iran-Contra notori- 
ety, vows to reduce the size of government. 
Both are being dogged by independents 
(GOP state Attorney General Marshall 
Coleman and former Democratic Gov. L. 
Douglas Wilder), making this one of the 
years most volatile Senate races. 

Tennessee. In one of two Senate con- 
tests, Democratic Rep. Jim Cooper is fa- 
vored for the seat vacated by Al Gore. But 
don’t rule out an upset by Fred Dalton 
Thompson, the Watergate minority counsel 
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turned actor (playing, among other roles, 
the surly White House chief of staff in “In 
the Line of Fire”), who won the Republican 
primary. Thompson is blasting Cooper’s 
tax-and-spend-and-regulate record. The 
NTUF reports that Cooper voted for a net 
‘increase of $37.7 billion since 1993. 
Cooper also authored the health reform bill 
he dubbed “Clinton lite,” which would 
have introduced massive new government 
involvement into U.S. medicine and health 
insurance. 
In another 
amusing 
Democrat 
attempt to 
put dis- 
tance be- 
tween can- saa 
didate and Jim Cooper Fred 
Clinton, Cooper said after the primary: “I 
represent Tennessee — nobody else.” 
In the other Senate race, Sen. Jim Sasser, 
the Budget Committee chairman who has 
made a name for himself talking about (but 
not reducing) “the dafficit,” is seeking a 
fourth term. He is opposed by Republican 
Bill Frist, a Nashville surgeon. Sasser, a lib- 
eral, has been appearing in TV commercials 
championing, believe it or not, family val- 
ues. But a Frist ad says: “If you are fed up 
with the way the country is run, then 
change the people who run it.” A loss by 
Sasser, who wants to become Senate majori- 
ty leader next year, would be seen 
by Democrats as a catastrophe. 
Michigan. Democrat Rep. Bob Carr, 
who, according to the NTUE, has voted for 
$47.5 billion in net total spending increases 
since 1993, is vying for the retiring Sen. 
Don Reigle’s seat against conservative 
Spencer Abraham, state GOP chairman and 
Deputy 
Chief of 
Staff to for- 
mer -Vicée 
President 
Dan Quayle. 
This race, 
in a crucial 
state for 
Democrats, is, to their surprise, a tossup. 
Nebraska. Sen. Bob Kerrey, the liberal 
Democrat incumbent (who has never run 
for reelection) cast the deciding vote for the 
1993 tax increase, helping to “save” Clin- 
ton’s presidency. According to Heritage, 
Kerrey’s heroics cost Nebraskans over $1.3 
billion, including $225 million in new gas 
taxes. Kerrey has also voted for net spend- 
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ing increases of over $9.7 billion since 
1993. In the 1992 presidential race, Kerrey 
aired TV ads in New Hampshire blasting 
his Demo- 
cratic rivals 
for not 
having 
health care 
plans as un- 
iversal and 
as compre- 
hensive as 
his. Now Kerrey has positioned himself as a 
lead opponent of the Clinton and Mitchell 
health bills. A dramatic flip-flop, as Re- 
publican challenger Jan Stoney points out. 

Oklahoma. Democrat David Boren’s 
retirement has made way for a contest 
between two House members: Democrat 
Dave McCurdy and Republican Jim Inhofe 
of “Sunshine Law” fame. McCurdy, who 
the NTUF calculates has voted for net 
spending 
increases of 
$45.4 bil- 
lon, “cur 
rently has 
the edge — 
but Clin- 
ton is so 
Dave McCurdy Jim Inhofe un popula t 
in Oklahoma that he could be a huge drag 
on the final count. 

New Mexico. Clinton's land use poli- 
cies have all western-state Democrats in hot 
water. ITwo-term Democratic Sen. Jeff 
Bingaman faces a stiff challenge from Re- 
publican banker Colin McMillan, a former 
state lawmaker and Bush Pentagon official. 
Bingaman has a major problem: his staunch 
support of Clinton. According to Con- 
gressional Quarterly, he voted with the Ad- 
ministration 86 percent of the time in 
1993. Yet like most Democrats, Bingaman 
is trying to put lots of distance between 
himself and the President. “An independent 
voice for New Mexico” claims a Bingaman 
Tv ad. “He votes for what he believes in, 
and not just the party” says another. Bing- 
aman, who 
the NTUE 
calculates 
has voted 
for net 
spending 
increases of 
over $41 
brivoa 
since 1993, is a given only a slightly better 
than even chance of surviving. 
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Arizona. Rep. John Kyl, the GoP nom- 
inee, is favored for the seat being vacated by 
Democratic Sen. Dennis DeConcini, who is 
departing in the wake of his 
Keating Five involvement 
and, like Kerrey, the eco- 
nomic plan vote to “save” 
the Clinton presidency. Kyl, 
SDI advocate, and former 
leader of the House GOP’s 
Conservative Opportunity | 
Society, is a potential Senate /o4n Kyl 
conservative leader. 

California. This Senate race is expect- 
ed to be one of the most expensive in histo- 
ry — perhaps due in part to the fact that 
both the Democrat and the Republican are 
big spenders in Washington, too. Since 
1993, Sen. Dianne Feinstein, the incum- 
bent liberal Democrat, has voted for a net 
total of $52.6 billion in new federal spend- 
ing. Her rock-solid support of Clinton's tax 
increase alone, according to Heritage, cost 
Californians over $37.3 billion, more than 
any other state. (She originally co-spon- 
sored the Clinton health plan, but disa- 
vowed it once she saw the poll numbers.) 
Her challenger, Rep. Michael Huffington, a 
liberal Republican, voted against the 
Clinton-Feinstein tax increase but he also 
voted for a net increase of $30.5 billion in 
new spending. The Feinstein camp’s fund- 
raising letter that, among other things, 
implied 
Huffington 
was anti- 
Semitic, 
ea used 
Feinstein 
some dam- 


age. In ad- b camel 

dition, tein Michael Huffington 
by attacking the pro-choice Huffington 
as “a radical right candidate” who 
“adamantly opposes a woman's right to 
choose,” the letter backfired, bringing 
Huffington new conservative support. 








Dianne Feins 


Remember, friends, the 1993 budget — 
which raised your taxes by over $262 
billion — passed by just one vote. The 
1994 crime bill — laden with pork — 
passed by just a handful of votes. President 
Clinton is still muscling his tax-and- 
spend agenda through Congress, but by 
very slim margins. If the balance of power 
actually shifted in November, we could 
witness a genuine change in the way 
Washington does business. Which would 
be a beautiful thing. 7 
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LIBERALISM UP IN SMOKE 


Now, more people than ever are writing, 
calling, demanding to be heard. Demand- 
ing to have things explained to them. And 
elected officials in Washington are in sheer 
panic. Why? Because you care now. 


Because it’s not as easy to ramrod things 


through as it used to be. You're demanding 
accountability — something liberals don’t 
like one bit. 

In The Washington Post Mrs. Clinton 
complained about “‘how complicated and 
difficult a political task this [health care 
reform] is’ and lamented the ‘overly infor- 
mation-loaded society ... coupled with 
cynicism and distrust of government’ that 
makes change more difficult.” In other 
words, you know too much. You have too 
much information at your grasp. “Cynicism 
and distrust of government makes change 
more difficult”? I think she means it makes 
takeovers more difficult. In which case, dis- 
trust of government is an utterly sensible 
and healthy frame of mind. 

The left is genuinely befuddled by the 
high degree of opposition they're running 
into at every turn. The truth is, liberals 
have completely misjudged their own 
nation, as well as their fellow citizens. 
America is not the country that liberals 
think it is; nor do most Americans want the 
kind of country that liberals want to create. 
And I'll tell you why. To try and achieve 
their utopia, liberals must barter one crucial 
American principle: individual freedom. To 
the vast majority of us, it isn’t remotely 
worth the trade. It’s no more complicated 
than that. 


hen society is in the 
midst of major transfor- 
mation, people are often 
not aware of how pro- 
found it is. They’re going to work every 
day, they're doing what they have to do to 
put food on the table, keep their kids out 
of trouble and get them into college. But 
right now something is happening all across 
America. Thousands of you have decided 
to take a more active role in the great arena 
of ideas, and it is revolutionizing the face of 
government and politics in this country. 

Your passions and core beliefs are 
driving you to try and be heard. In fact, 
youre being heard so well that youre being 
insulted, called dangerous and full of 
hatred by the people who begged you to 
vote for them. The truth is, you are coura- 
geous, involved, caring Americans. You 
have had enough of what you see as the 





Does Welfare Reduce Crime? 


800% Increase in Spending Has Been 
Accompanied by a Tripling of the Crime Rate 


Crimes per 100 People 
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decay of this great country all around you. 
You have had enough of what you see as 
the erosion of your freedoms. And you are 
simply standing up and saying so. 

Do you realize how many of you are 
doing this, and how profound the effect is? 
One clue is that the attacks on you are 
mounting. But do not let the criticisms give 
you pause. Thank the Lord for your ene- 
mies every day, and wear their attacks as 
badges of honor. I commend all of you who 
have decided — some for the first time in 
your lives — to let yourselves be heard. You 
ought to be applauded and you ought to 
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feel proud. 
We are witnessing the death of 
liberalism’s most successful trick: 


marginalizing the ordinary citizen, making 
him doubt himself and his core beliefs, 
making him feel isolated and out of the 
mainstream. But the truth is now out: there 
are millions upon millions of conservatives 
who espouse the ideals of rugged individu- 
alism, excellence, achievement and freedom 
that built this country and made it great. 
You are not alone. You are not small in 
number. You are the mainstream. Your 
voice will be heard. 
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To subscribe, call 1-800-457-4141 
Operation Just Because: If you are from a Caribbean superpower participating 
in Clinton's Haiti invasion, add $2.66 to your order 
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